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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-10, 12-15, and 17-28 have been examined. 

Response to Arguments 
Any rejection not repeated has been withdrawn. 

Applicants arguments against the rejection under 35 USC 102 are not persuasive, the examiner 
has amended the rejections to show the teaching of the newly added limitations, see below. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2. " Claims 1-6, and 9,10, 12-15, 17-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by "Context Query in Information Retrieval," known hereafter as Chi or in the 
alternative under 35 U.S.C. 103 in view of US 5444823, known hereafter as Nguyen. 

3. As per Claim 1, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
1 . 1 . A method comprising: 

identifying an implicitly defined semantic structure associated with terms in a document; 
determining whether a first relationship or a second relationship exists between a first term and a 
second term within the implicitly defined semantic structure; (Rule 6, or 
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Rule 4} 

determining, a first distance value between the first and second terms when the first relationship 
exists between the first and second terms; 

determining a second distance value between the first and second terms when the 
second relationship exists between the first and second terms, wherein the first and 
second distance values differ; and 

outputting the first distance value or the second distance value to rank the 
document for relevancy to a search query that includes at least the first term. 

Chi teaches the calculations of several different semantic distances for di fferent relationships, 

each of which is a different semantic distance using the broadest reasonable interpretation, 

(proximity, in title, site context, Heading context, ect. See section 4 and that these different 

semantic distances are used to rank the documents based on relevancy in section 5) However, in 

the event that the applicant disagrees with this interpretation, the claims are also rejected under 

35 U.S.C. 103 in view of US 5444823, known hereafter as Nguyen, which teaches: 

The most common line of reasoning used by an expert system 
involves the chaining, either forward, backward or a flexible mix thereof, of 
IF-THEN rules. However, as knowledge of the domain for a particular problem is 
almost always incomplete and, has, therefore, a degree of uncertainty in the 
solution thereof, a rule may have associated therewith, a confidence factor 
("CF") or weight.(col 1 lines 30-40) 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
assign a weight to each of the rules in Chi as they have different impacts on document relevancy, 
see Chi last paragraph of section 5, do to the fact that it would provide more accurate ranking 
results. 



4. 



As per Claim 2, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 

2. The method of claim 1 3 wherein the document is a HTML (Hyper- 



Text Markup Language) document. (Section 4 para 1 } 
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5. As per Claim 3, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 

3. The method of claim 2, wherein the implicitly defined semantic 
structures include lists created with HTML tags {Rule 6}. 

6. As per Claim 4, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 

4. The method of claim 3, wherein the HTML tags include paragraph 
tags, new line tags, bold tags, or table tags (Rule 6}. 

7. As per Claim 5, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 

5. The method of claim 1 , further comprising: 
locating explicitly defined semantic structures , {Rule 5} 

8. As 1 per Claim 6, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 

6. The method of claim 1 , wherein the semantic structures include 
lists. {Rule 5, Rule 6} 

9. As per Claim 9, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 

9. The method of claim 1 , wherein the implicitly defined semantic 
structures include titles or headings(Rule 2, Rule 4, Rule 6). 

10. As* per Claim 10, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 1 rejection. 

1 1 . As 1 per Claim 12, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 10 rejection. 

12. Ay per Claim 13, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 6 rejection. 
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13. As per Claim 14, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 6 rejection. 

14. As per Claim 15, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
The method of claim 1 3, wherein determining the semantically 

based distance values further includes: 

assigning a distance value indicative of closeness when two terms are 
present in a same item of the list. (Rule 5, Rule6 } 

1 5. As- per Claim 1 7, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 

1 7. The method of claim 16, wherein the implicitly defined semantic 

structures are located prior to the ranking. {Section 5.1 3 rd para} As the rules are used 
in determining the ranking it is inherent that the structures are located prior to ranking the 
documents. 

16. As per Claim 18, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 2 rejection. 

17. As per Claim 19, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 3 rejection. 

18. As per Claim 20, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 4 rejection. 

19. As per Claim 21, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 9 rejection. 

20. As per Claim 22, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 12 rejection. 
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21. As per Claim 23, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 1 rejection. 

22. As per Claim 24, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 

24. The device of claim 24, wherein the processor further: 
receives a search query that contains the terms. (Section 1 para 3} 

23. As per Claim 25. Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 

25. A method comprising: 

receiving a search query; (Section 1 para 3} 

presenting, the documents in an order influenced by the ranking. {Section 5.1 paras 2 and 
3} The rest of the limitation are taught in the claim 1 rejection above. 

24. As per Claim 26, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 2 rejection. 

25. As per Claim 27, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 3 rejection. 

26. Av per Claim 28, Chi teaches the limitations as follows: 
See Claim 5 rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is. a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
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having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

27. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chi, in view of 
applicants admitted prior art. 

28. Claim 7 teaches the' determination of proximity of search terms, but fails to expressly 
disclose the method for calculating the proximity. However the applicant admits this method is 
known is para 5 of the specification ''Closeness of terms in this context may be measured simply 
by counting the number of words in the document occurring between the search terms. Thus it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use this method to calculate the 
proximity, as it was known function in the art for determining proximity. 

29. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Chi, in view of 
"Automatic Discovery of Semantic Structures in HTML Documents," known hereafter as 
Mukherjee, 

30. Chi Teaches the claims upon which claim 8 is dependant, but fails to expressly disclose 
"locating repeating occurrences of a set of two or more text formatting commands." Howeverm 
this feature is taught by Makherjee in the section labeled our approach. Thus, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the teachings of Makherjee in the invention 
as it would locate contexts that would not have been found in the system of Chi and thus make 
the results more accurate. 



Conclusion 
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Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 . 1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cory C. Bell whose telephone number is (571) 272 2736. The 
examiner can normally be reached on m-f 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Rones can be reached on (571) 272 4085. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



SAM RIMEU- 

EXAMINER 



